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CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY
OFFICE OF NATIONAL ESTIMATES

2L September 1963

STAFF MEMORANDUM NO. 66-63 (Iuternal ONE Working Peper --
CIA Distribution Only)

SUBJECT: Weeknesses in the Support Structure of Soviet
Theater Forces and How They Grew

SUMMARY

The Soviet theaster forces are short of alr and ground
eombat support and of service (supply and meintenance) support.
The condition is due in large measure to competition for men end
resources among the various elements of nationel defense, strategic -
offense, snd general purpose forces, in which the support elements
of theater forces held lowest priority. The Soviets have rationa-
1ized the situation in theater forces on the basis of NATO nucleer
policies, and have been caught off balance by the "flexible response"
policy. Either completion of the "nuclesrization” tremd in Soviet
theater force or reinstitution of nomnuclear cepebilities is a very
costly undertaking, not to the liking of current Soviet leadership.

* %N RN NN

1. Recent studles, including ONE Staff Memorendum No. 52-63,
"A Comparison of US and Soviet Orgenizational Concepts for Lerge

Units," deted T August 1963, have indicated that Sovlet theater
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forces mey not be as formideble in depth ss they appear to be when
considered in terms of line divisions alone. On the face of it,

the discrepancy appears to provide grounds for serious doubts con-
cerning the validity of nationel intelligence estimates of Soviet

theater force capsbilities.

2., The following excerpts from NIE 11-14-62, "Capabilities
of the Boviet Theater Forces,” dated 5 December 1962, indicate that
the intelligence community as a whole has recognized weeknesses in

Soviet Bloc theater force support structure:

The Weasknesses

a. "Combat and gervice support is generelly stretched
thin, and there is & low ratioc of nondivisionsl support to the

present divisional force," (P;ra.. 13)

b. "The estimated current snd future number of Soviet
tactical airersft eppear low in reletion to total ground forces,"

(Para. 18)

¢, "A current prime deficiency of Soviet Tactical
Avietion is the leck of modern aireraft, particularly fighter
bembers."” (Pare. 19)
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d. "... shorteges of other combat and support equip-
ment (such as communicetions end tramsport), as well as of trained
specialists for support units, would impede the expemsion of

force levels." (Para. 46)

e. "Batellite ground divisions ... suffer from a

generael shortege of nondivisional suvport.,” (Pare.. 41)

f. "Satellite field forces have very little tactieal

eir support ... " (Para. 40)

& »»s Bhortfglls in organizetion, equipment and
logistic support would hemper the actuel execution of Soviet

doctrine for the use of tactical nuclear weapons. (Para. 26)

3. These Judgments, drewn from the current netional estimate
on Soviet theater force cepabilities, are not too startling when
encountered individuelly in the estimate. Taken together, they
constitute national intelligence recognition of some highly signifi-
cent weakness in the Soviet Bloc capability to wage theater warfare.
They are, perhaps, understatements of the shortfalls in Soviet and
Satellite theater forces, but they nonetheless put nationmal intelli-
gence in opposition -~ albeit ceutious apposition -- to the proposi-
tion of Soviet invineibility in nonnuclear warfare. This estimate
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described Eloc theater forces aé strong in terms of line divisions,

but decidedly wesk elsewhere -- e.g., in ground combet support, air
support, nuclear support, logisties, and services. In NIE 11-1%-62,
the first nationsl estimate exclusively devoted to theater forces,
sone weaknegses in the sugport structure of the Scoviet thester forces

were described for the first time in nationel intelligence.

h. Nationel intelligence judgment, as well as structural
comparisons between Soviet and US large unita vortray Soviesv
theater forces as & hard crust of line divisioms, amazingly short
of support. Gross comparison of totel. army strengths and totals
of divisions ludicate thet the number of nondiviaslonal personmel in
the US "division alice"’:g/co'mld be as much ss 10 times greeter than
in the Soviet "divieion clice." The dlscrepancy, on the Tuce of it,
is sc graat that 1t gilves rise to legitimate doubts ss to the
number of Soviet divisions, the estimated totel of Soviet persr_mne% -

3/
or even ag to the reascnableress of the US Army support structure.

kY

CNE Staff Memovemdum Mo. 52-63, "A Comparison of US and Soviet
Crganizationol Concepts for Large Unito," dated T Auguet 1963.
__/ Attached Yeble portrays genersl results of that compaiison.
2
Totel ground strepgth divided by totel divieicns. For the US
frwy: 16 divisions from sbout one milliom men; for the Soviets:
145 aivisions from sbout 2 million men.

Dr. Alaein Enthoven's descriptive term for doubts raised by
this problem is "The People Paradox."
-l -
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5+ As to the number of units which the Soviets esll
"divisions," there eppesrs to be no lerge error. Seversl re-
exemlnations of the ground force order of battle heve upheld its
general vslidity. The nature of these "divisions" and their

Peacetime operatlonal status, however, is another metter.

6. Doubts sbout the totel personnel figures are more in
order. The overall stremgth figure of 3.25 million men for the
Soviet Armed Forces is based on reesonably good evidence from a
variety of sourcea.l/ The process of successive subtreciion from
this overall figure which eventuelly results in the extremely
low level of nondivisional support personnel in theater forces is
much more suspect. The estimate of two million men in the Soviet
theater ground forceg/depends to a conslderable extent on the
estimated strengths of the other components. The low ratio of
nondivisional troops ggggig the two-million figure depends

heavily upon estimated wenning levels of the Soviet diviaions.

7
See NIE 11-6-60, "Strength of the Armed Forces of the USSR,"
dated 3 May 1960 end NIE 11-4-63, "Soviet Militery Cepabilities

2/ end Policies, 1962-1967,"dated 22 March 1963, TOP SECRET.

2
Soviet Ground Forces less troops assigned to Netional Air
Defense (FV0), Ministry of Defemse (MOD), R&D, end Rocket Troops.
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T. The Possibility cennot be ruled out that there are:
scmewhet more thean the estimated total of personnel in theater
ground forces; socmewhat lower peacetime manning levels in Soviet
divisigﬁgé and a somewhat lower ratio of high strength to cadre
divisions. Alternative estimates in eny of these metters could
result in a higher support retio -- but no reascnable alternatives
would result in & ratio of divisional to nondivisional troops
which is comparsble to US force structure. Further, the limited
evidence availeble on Soviet nondivisionel support indicates that
the very low retio Presently estimated iz g fair representatioa
of the actual stete of effairs. The divisions exist in evidence --
the support structure does not. The remainder of this reper will
exemine the probable reasons for the reeuliarities of Soviet

theater force structuring.
I. THE DEVELOPMENT OF SOVIET THEATER FORCES IN Til% NUCLEAR ERA

A. Effect of Russian Treditions

8. Analysts, in attempting to explain the Soviet Penchant
for enormous ground armies, almost invaeriably recount the traditional
Russisn preoccupetion with the land mess of Furesia and the threat
of invesion from Western Eurcpe. These traditions are factual and
-6-
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well known. They provide a very sotlsfactory explenation for
emphasis on ground power over naval and sir power, but they fall
short of explaining Soviet adherence to mass-aymy concepts in the
tradition-shattering ers of nuclesr srmaments. While the Soviets
indiaputabiy adhered to s doctrine celling for an immediate rush of
messive srmies across Europe in the event of a general nuclear war,
the military retionelity of such & doctrine in the chaos of &
maessive nucleer exchenge was, and is, highly disputeble. It kas
been hotly disputed by military intelligence agencies in the West,
end, at least during the past few years, by militaery men in the

Soviet Union.

9. In the US intelligence cammunity the Soviet doetrinal
"lack of realism"” waes often dismissed under the rubric of "Soviet
lack of sophistication" or "feilure to understand the potentials
of nuclear armement." "After all, they do not have a RAND
Corporation,” is a variation on this theme. Such explanations,
however, gloss over the fact that "sophisticated" Western views
on the egsentisl relationships of nuclear weepons to theater force
operaticns were readily availeble to the Soviets from the end of
World Wer II. If US estimates of the Soviet nuclear program have

been anywhere near the mark, the Soviets could have predicted

-7«
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avallability of nuclear arms sufficlent to allow nucleer sophisti-
caetion in their doéﬁrines and en end to traditional reliance on

mass srmiez.

10. Traditionsl attitudes may have served to dempen enthusiasm
for change, but they constitute a wesk reed on which to support a
retionalizetion of continued Soviet sddiction to massive armies and
to doctrines for theii use in genersl war. The cesuses for the size
and the shape of Soviet ground forces are more bssic, involving the
politicel use of militery pover (both reel end epperent), internsl
political end economic pressures, end military developments in the
West. The weight of these causes varied from time to time, but it
is doubtful that tradition was ever the érime mover in Soviet force

structuring in the nucleer era.
B. Politicael Uses of Ground Forces

11. At the begioning of the nuclear ere the enormous Soviet
Army proved its worth, in spite of the US nuclear monopoly, in the
subjugation and communization of Esstern Europe. This use was
primerily political, although on the militery side, the Soviet
armies proved an effective obstacle to any Wéstern notions of re-

acting with force to Soviet activity in Eastern Burope. Later,
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as native Communist arwies repleced the Soviet troops, the politi-
cal power of the Red Army was epplied from outside the borders of
most of the Satellites (including North Korea). In Eest Germany,
however, political instability and the presence of opposing Western
Torces required the maintenence of a powerful theater force. The
functions of insuring political stabllity and manning the main

line of East-West military confrontation required large standing
armies, both within perts of East Furope and along the borders of
the USSR. These regquirements were little affected by the presence

or nonpresence of nuclear wespons on either side.

1l2. There was, however, another key function of the huge
Soviet armies and their disvosition directly related to the in-
ferior position of the USSR regarding nuclear weapons. The desperste
need of the Soviets for s deterrent to US epplication of its nuclear
power (at least until the very recent past) can scarecely be over-
reted es a reason for Soviet force structuring. The Soviete maintained
massive ground ermies -- and took puins to edvertise them to the
world -- as a counter to US nuclear power. While nuclear buffs in
the Weut could point out that, militarily, massive armies couldn't
really pley in the same league With the H-bomb, history indicates

that Soviet ground armies have played successfully in the same

league -- politically.
- -
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13. During the Korean War, the ground power of messive Soviet
armles facing Burcpe (albeit reinforced by token nuclear capsbilities)
provided the prime element of Soviet military power deterring the
use of nuclear weapons, while an overwhelming US edvantage in
nuclear weapons did not deter the use of massive Communist armies.

As 15 reedily demonstreble in the ebb and flow of opinion ix: ‘"Western
circles concerning the nature of Sovlet long-range nuclear striking
power, and the actions taken or not taken in the context of opinions
prevalent, the politicel impact of the militery factor is not elways
a function of resl capability. It should be borne in mind that thie

may be as true of ermies as of missiles end bombers.
C. Grourd Forces in Internal Affeirs

14. The role of Soviet armed forces in Soviet internsl effairs
is impoxtent, but has menifested itself only rarely, the most
striking case being the demise of Beria. Despite party control, the
influence of the military et times of ecute politicel factionalism
is potentially cruclsl. Military lesders move in high political
circles, and asvize sre members of the ‘Central Committee. During
periods of politicel meneuvering within the Soviet hierarchy, some
elements court the support of the mershals, acceding to their views

on military requirements. The growth in the size of the Soviet

- 10 -
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Army prior to Khrushchev's victory over the "antiparty group”
end the subsequent demotion of Zhukov probebly owes scmething to
this factor. Whetever its effect om force structuring, the internal

politics factor cperstes independently from nuclear considerstions.
D. Economics and Thester Forces

15. The economic factor as a shaper of force structure is
vital -- first to goals the Soviets set for themselves, sud,
second, perbaps more importantly, to edjustments awey from those
goals. The costs to the Soviet economy of the Soviet military
esteblishment in terms of rubles, resources, or skilled manpower,
would be important restreints on the structure of Soviet armed
forces with or without the influence of nuclear wesponry. However,
the advent of nucleer weapons has enormously reinforced the effects

of economic conslderations.

16, The primary effect of economics on the theater forces
hes been the drewing ewsy of men and resources to strategic defense
and offense missiovs. The economic squee<e on theater forces weas
not nearly so greet in the line divisions as elsewhere. BSoviet
infantrymen and tankers and their equipment are not readily

transmuteble into strategic offensive or defensive assets; BSoviet

- 11 -
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artillerymen, tactical slrmen, communicetions, truck drivers,

engineers, maintenancemen are. Most of the support structure of
the field forces cculd be used in the priority Soviet strategic
efforts; and it is in this aree that Soviet theater forces have

suffered most in the nuclear era.

17. Missiles are artillery in the Soviet view, and large
nunbers of artillerists were absorbed by the missile forces.
Soviet missile systems require large quantities of vehicular
support including meny specisl purpose vehicles. Missile site
construction and maintenence sbsorb e large portion of Soviet
engineer troops. Warning and coutrol systems draw off high-skill
communicators, signal maintenance men, end radsr specialists.
Further, all these new forces have to be on & congtant wartime
footing; late-period mobilizetion to meet support requirements for
FVO or Rocket Troops is cut of the question. In the competition
for these scarce skills and resources, the Soviet theater forces

have held a definite second priority.
E. Effects of Enemy Capabilities

18. The factors of enemy militery capabilities and enemy

military strategies provide the rrimary besis for sheping a nation's

-12-
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armed forces. This is no less true of the Soviet Union than of
other countries. The familiar inclination to state the overall
Communist goal of world domination and then to describe Soviet
armed forces as an instrument for achieving that goal tends to
neglect the factor of opposing forces. Such an approach has
frequently resulted in descriptions of Soviet theater forces

as 1f they were an entity hermetically sesled off from the capa~-
bilitles and strategies of probable adversaries. Since the inter-
play of opposing capabilities is largely history, their ef'fects
on theater forces can best be treated chronologically and in con~

Junction with other factors.

F. Post World War II Soviet and Western Force Structures

19. At the end of World War II, the Soviet Union had an
enormous ground ermy -- gbout 00 line divisions of varying strengths
end levels of effectiveness. The Western camp also had large
ground forces, but in eddition posseased strong strategic air
forces snd the gtom bomb. The immediete post-war gdjustments in
Western forces, although influenced by a number of internsl political
bressures, were pegged in military terms primmrily to the US nuclear
monopoly. The modest-sized ground forces remaining were geared al-

most exclusively for nuclear war. There was no room in Western

- 13 -
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doctrine or force structure for any clash with the Soviets short
of nuclear war. The small Western armies became an oceupation

force in practice and a trip wire for nuclear war in doctrine.

20. The immediate postwar adjustments in the Soviet armed
forces were less radical. Wertime Fforces were reduced to 2bout
%,000,000, including same 175 line divisions. This was still an
enormous stending force, but was in the old Russian tradition.
Tradition plus internal and external political factors would have
impelled Stalin to retain a large ground force regardless of the
Western capsbilities. Nevertheless, one reason for the maintensnce
of a huge army while the var-raveged civil sector was short of
manpover vas the Western advantage in strategic strike power.

The Soviets were countering with their only military advantege -«

mass armies.

G. The 1947-1948 Red Army

2l. In order to exsmine the changes that have teken place
in the Soviet theater forces, one must clearly visualize the nature
of their 1947 forces. The Soviets had a considersble number of
large tank formations » but the bulk of the Soviet Army
was stralght infentry -- foot-mobile with animal drawvn support.

There were even horse cavalry corps in the force. Trucks were
- 14 -
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few and far between. In the best of the Soviet forces, those in
East Burope, there were few motor vehicles assigned below army
heedquarters. The manpower of the force was sbout evenly divided
between line divisions and nondivisionel supporting unlts (higher
headquarters, artillery, englneers, supply, maintenence, medical
units, etc.)s Artillery "3ivisions" accounted for the bulk of the
combat support. Other combat support and service elements were'
minimal. Such en austere support structure wes possible for a
relatively primitive force like the postwar Red Army. A steady
supply of smmmnition and & relatively small amount of POL products
were about all that was needed to keep the force moving. Strong
backs and improvization filled in the gaps. Further, the Soviet
forces had adepted thelr operational concepts to a weak logisticse
system. Not being able to sustain & steady replacement flow of
men and meteriel, they would amess men and materiel, go over to
the offensive until they had consumed or outrun their logistics,

then wait for a thorough replenishment.

H. Modernization Program, 194T7-1959

22, After the war, the Soviets inltiated & modernization
progrem to eliminate rifle and cavalry divisions and to create a

nhishly nobile heavily armored foree whtch could prove viable in

.15 -
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the miclear enviremment. The modernization of any army is e com-
plex, costly and time-consuming underitaking. This process, vhen
applied to the huge, unsophisticated Soviet Army of 1947, takes

on staggering proportions. The re-equipping of line divisions alone
was difficult enough. Reorganization of the supporting elements
wes to be even more fundementel and more difficult. In the conmbat
support erea, more mobile artillery was needed, as wes more and
better englneer support (particularly bridging), more and bvetter
communications, and modern tacticel avietion. A field army gir
defense syeten had to be copstructed from near "scratch". In the
gervice support area, POL supply and meintensnce requirements for
the new divislions were epoOrmMoOUs cowpared with those of the old
rifle divisions. Diesel fuel and spere parts cannot be "impro-
vised." The modernization of the Soviet army made heavy demands
on some of the scarcest resources of the Soviet Union -- motor

vehicles, electronics equipment, and gkilled personnel.

23. Concurrently with the modernizetion of the Soviet theater
forces, the Fast Buropean gatellite armies, totalling about one

wmillion men, were to be orgenized and equipped from the ground Vp.
T. Modernization of Line Divisions

o, Despite the dimenslons of the tagk, the modernization

progran within the divisions went fairly well. By the end of 1959,

- 16 =
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the Soviets hed epparently succeeded in their gosl of eradicating
the World War II type divisions® and the Arnty ostensibly contained

only tank, motorized (or mechanized) and airborne divisions.

25. In Plenning the reorgenization of the divisions in the
late 1940's, the Soviet military leaders had certain things going
for them, provided they were willing to live with considerable
obsolescence. In the first plece, there were enormous gquantities
of World War II items in inventory, perticulerly tenks and artillery.
The production lines for neﬁer models of tenks, multiple rocket
launchers and smell arms were still rolling. Other major items
of divisional equipment, such as srmored personnel carriers,
anphibians, armored antiaircraft vehicles, and tracked artillery
prime movers were epparently already scheduled to go into production
in a year or so. By sbout 1950, these items were in production es

well as new medium (T-54) end heavy (7-10) tanks.

26. With these favorable factors operating, and with added
impetus from their good showing as & counterdeterrent during the
Korean War, the Soviet line divisions were well over the reorganiza-

tion hurdles in the late 1950's. There had been some seriocus

%*

Significantly, however, five horse cajialry divieions apparently
remeined in the Soviei order of battle as late as 1956. (See
NIE 11-4-56, "Soviet Capabilities and Probsble Courses of
Action Through 1961." TOP SECRET)

- 17 -
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compromises along the way, but the line divisions had been
modernized snd partislly re-equipped. Manpower reductions lowered
the number of divisions by sbout 15 percent, end the peacetime
manning levels were reduced to the point where meny of the divisions
were only cadres. Despite the production of new tenks, the divisilons
s8till contalined World War II models*: Some equipment ves adopted

as standard which wse undoubtedly far short of desired military
specifications. For instence, the BIR-40O and BIR-152 eymored
personnel cerriers, which were the basic items changing straight
infentry divisions to motorized/mechenized infantry divisions,

were in essence Russian smell and medium general purpose trucks
with light ermor added. The BTR-152 had no overheed cover from
artillery and mortar fire, and being wheeled rather than tracked,

had poor cross-country mobility. Production of the BTR-152

£

The contradiction between an estimated sufficlency of new tanks pro-
duced and evidence of the perslistence of old tapnks in units has been
rationalized es resulting fram Soviet supply economy. However, this
does not jibe with the neesd to train with new eguipment nor with
the Soviet doctrine of immediate use of the ground forces in the
event of general war. A more likely explenation, in this snslyst's
opinion, is that new tank producticn estimetes ere in error.

Marshal Melinovsky, in late 1962, wrote in a pemphlet "Vigilantly
Guerd Peace,"” that commenders should stop complaining ebout the
obsolescent equipment in the units -- not on the grounds cf supply
economy, but: on the grounds that new equipment cannot be produced
fast enough to meet all demands.

- 18 -
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was discontinued by 1959 after an estimeted 18,60d£/had been

produced -- enough to fully motorize fewer than 4O of the total of

T9 Soviet and 16 Satellite divisions which (according to our estimates)
had been converted to motorized rifle divisions? By 1959, tracked
APC's (BIR-50) pre estimated to have been produced in numbers
sufficient to setisfy requirements of Soviet tank divisions but

not those of the Satellite tank divisions.
J. Modernization of Supporting Elements

27. By 1959, the "reorganization" of the line divisions could

be considered complete, despite gaps in the re-equipping schedule.

1

4 This end other estimates of Soviet production or ground force
items are tenucous. In the opinion of this analyst, the production
figures gre more apt to be high then low, particularly in the
case of the BTR-152. It is basically e truck, and its production
competed directly with other Soviet requiremente in both civilian
end militaery sectors.

NIE 11-4-59, "Main Trends in Soviet Cepabilities and Policies, 1959-
196k," dated 9 February 1960, (TOP SECRET), estimeted 79 Soviet
and 16 Satellite motorized rifle divisions. The strength per di-
vision in APC's was estimated to be 521. Assuming every APC was

in divisions, there could have been 37 divisicns fully egquipped.

In the likely case thut st lesst 20 percent of the production went
into pipeline and maintenapce float, there would have been about

30 actual motorized rifle divisions. As of mid-1963, after a

sharp reduction in estimetes of APC's per motorized rifle division
(521 to 383), the number produced is still less than helf the total
required by currently estimeted OB.

- 19 -
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In comparison, the revemping of the support structure of theater
forces travelled a rocky roead, indeed. Political factors, enemy
capebilities, and menpower and economlc problems all plagued the
effort to modernize the combat and service support echelons of

Soviet theater forces.

28. The political applications of Soviet ground puwer; reln-
forced by a traditional Russien emphasis on the combat elements at
the expense of support elements, encouraged unbalenced development
of "modernized" Soviet theater forces. The usefulness of the
theater forces in the promotion of political stebility depended on
the police power of infsntrymen and tankers -- nct on quartermssters
and mechenics. The use of the theater force ac a deterrent to US
spplication of nuclear power also depended upon a frightening number
of divisions much more than on a sound supporting structure. These
politicel factors helped to cause supporting troops to come out a
decided second best in eny contest with the line divisions for

shrinking menpower and materisel resources.

29. Realities of the military problem facing the Soviets in
Burope also ergued ageinst emphasis on combat and service support.
Despite en official doctrine insisting that war would be protracted,
there were undoubtedly some pragmetic misgivings ebout the viability
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of Soviet rear echelons in any battle with the ell-nuclear NATO.
Thus, both political factors and military realities cenged the
competition for resources, which squeezed the Soviet theater forces-
as a whole, to be resolved primarily at the expense of the combat

and service support elements.
K. Effect of Strategic Missions on Theater Forcen

30. Soviet national air defense requirements have competed
with theater forces since the end of World Wer II. There was no
room for debate in giving air defense priority over theater force
developments since US strategic air power threstened survival of
the USSR as a stete. Massive Soviet efforts in AAA gun defenses,*
interceptors, SAMs, and the FVO warning and control syctem had

drestic effects on the Soviet support theater force structure.

31. Artillery support for the Soviet line divisions was
adversely affected by the requirements of nationsl air defense.
Production concentrated on AM guns end emmunition for those guns

was not avalleble for improved field artillery pleces and ammunition.

* A recent RAND study indicates that the Soviet expenditures on
AAA guns slone between 1946 and 1961 wae five times the total
expenditure for the intercontinental bonmber force.
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The best communications and radsr equipment and specislists went
to the warning end control system. Every large AAA gun tied up
& prime mover and ammo trucks that might have been used in Front

end army artillery.

32. The interceptor effort was enormous during the late
1940's and through the 1950's. The Inventory of operational
fighters reached over 10,000. Except for a few light bowmbers,
theater air became & mere extension of FVO. Theater forces were
provided interceptors such as the MIG-15 and MIG-17 for tacticel
Tighters. Thelr poor characteristics for offensive mlasions must
have been obvicus to the Soviet commanders s but the need for
meximum interceptor production and for optimum defensive capasbility
in tactlcel sviation proved too demanding for concurrent develop-
ment and production of a tactical fighter comparable to the VWestern

fighter bomber.

33. The advent of SAMs did little to alleviate the strain on Soviet
artillery and tactical aviation of supporting FVO. While the SA-2 was

roedable, mobile encugh to provide scme flexibility for homeland

- 922 .
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defense, it was nout wmobile encugh for theater force air defense
needs. Tactical aviation remsined the keystone of field force eir
defense, and tacticel aircraft, even the later models, remained

basically interceptors.

34. During the years 1949-1959 the PVO expansion was
sccompanied by the creation of a strategic bomber force of modest
proportions. The development of Long-Range Aviation (I:BA) did not
put epprecisble additional strain on theater forces. The actual
production of the bombers probebly hed direct effect only on the
eombat support of airborne dlvisions, where modern transports such
as AN-12 and AN-8 did not appeer until the bomber effort tapered off.
However, the cumulative effect of vehicular support reguirements,
both for dey-to-dey maintenance of LRA and for girfield comstruction
and meintenance, waes considersble. Both FVO and LRA operations mede
large end inescapeble demends on a scarce camodity -- trucks; the
theater forces had to take up the slack in a shortage of "motoriza-
tion" in the line divisions, and & neer lack of it in service

support elements.

35, The addition of tectical missile systems to the Soviet
theater forces and strategic missiles to the long-renge sTiike

forces since 1999 intemsified the squeeze on thester forces. Missile
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forces imposed edditional and even heavier requirementes for the
skills and equipmeni: needed for theater force support troops,
Turther retarding the development of combat and service support

elements,

L. The Effect of Tactical Nuclear Adjustments

36. Adaptation of combat support to nuclear strategy was
most evident in edjustments in Soviet artillery. If the Soviets
were to fight in & nuclear environment, the old hub~to-hub massing
of artillery would never do. Such & system would simply result
in creation of highly lucrative taergets for the enemy. The
options open to the Soviets to correct this situation were
(1) meke their ertillery less vulnersble through self-propelled
artillery and a US-style fire direction system which allows dis-
persion of firing units; or (2) replace massed artillery firepower
with mclear weapons. They chose the latter course, largely because
they foresaw no conventional wars but slso because
1t fit the reallities of their hardware and menpower problems. As
& result, Soviet breakthrough srtillery divisions diseppeared by
1959, and the number of indirect fire weepons in division artillery
was halved. They were to be replaced by relatively small mmbers

of tacticel rockets and missiles,
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37« A similar combination of reasoning and circumstence
apparently caused the Soviets to believe that the offensive weakness
of tactical aviation could be offset by proliferation of the
MBEM/IREM deployment sufficient to assure destruction of NATO

tectical alr bases in a nuclear war.

II. SOVIET THEATER FORCES SINCE 1959

The Militery Debate over Thester Forces

38. As tactical nuclear weapors and misslles became availsble
in significant nurbers to support Soviet theater forces (in the
late 50's, early 60's) thelr effectiveness in the nuclear environ-
ment increased. Paradoxically, at about the same time, the
deterrent role of the wessive Soviet ground ermies was transferred
to the strategic missiles and the need for those ground armies

in an actual nuclear war was challenged.

39. In & celebrated series of military writings (IRONBARK),
the application of nuclear weapons to theater warfare was discussed
from every angle. The basic issue in the controversy was: Are
theater forces of the size we are moinboining really necessary,
now that we have nuclear armed missiles? The bulk of the military

leadership argued that the massive armies were still required. All
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the arguments sbout the importence of the "initial period of the
var", the validity of "stretegic defense and offense", the
probability of surprise attack, and so on, were not separate issues
in the military debate. They were all part and parcel of support
or rebuttal of Khrushchev's proposition that the size of the

armed forces, perticularly of the ground armies, should be cut.

LO. 1In the course of the debate, the improbebility of a
massive mobilization end movement of troops after a Western
surprise attack was discussed, end proved almost imposeible to
refute. The prospect of a Western surprise strike was enough %o
reise questions about the genersl viebility of the ground

armies in general wsar.

bl. The traditionalist school obviocusly lost a round in the
debate sometime prior to the Khrushchev 1960 ennouncements of &
one-third force reduction. The reduction affected theater forces
primarily. The most drematic result was the drastic reduction in
theater force air strength. Tuctical Aviation has been reduced
by 2,000 fighters and 2,000 light bombers since 1959. This com-
pounded the qualitative weskness of Soviet tactical air by creating

& low ratio of alrcraft to supported broopu .

.
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k2, The changes in the ground forces were less reedily
perceptible, and sre not yet fully knoun. According to national
estimates* before and after the 1960 force reductions, 28 Soviet
divisions were deactivated, and the muwber of artillery divisions
cut by one half. The 175 divisions prior to the reduction in-
cluded 23 tank, 79 motorized (end/or mechanized), 63 rifle, and
10 airborne divisions. All of these divisions were estimated st
ebout TO percent strength with & ratio of supporting personnel to
line division personnel something under 1 to 1.5. The 1961 estimated
ground force of 147 divisions included 26 tank, 87 motorized,
26 rifle, and 8 airborne divisions. Of these, 90 were at sbout
TO percent strength, the remaining 57 at aebout 30-40 percent
strength. Strength in line divisions dropped by over half s
million and in "ready" divisions by 750,000, In terms of "ready"
divislons with air eng heavy artillery support, the strength of

Soviet theater forces wes cut in half in the years 1959 thru 1961.

k3. Much of this epparent reduction in the ready strength
of the Soviet theater forces may be the result of bag estimates.
However, there 1s Probably a reasonably direct relationship between
theater air ang ground strength, and the nearly two-thirds reduction

in tactical aviation is well established in evidence,

*

NIE 11-L4-.59 and NIE 11-4-61, "Main Trends in Soviet Capabilities
and Policies, 1961-1966, Annexes A and B," dated 24 August 1961,
TOP SECRET,
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Wi, We now know thet new, smaller TOEs for the Soviet divisions
were adopted around 1959-60. Authorized Persomel strengths were
reduced by sbout 20 percent. The mumbers of tanks in line divisions
dropped. The authorized number of armored personnel carriers and
general purpose vehicles estimates to be in the motorized rifle
divisions dropped sharply. The numbers of artillery pleces were cut
in both tank and motorized rifle divisions, but two FROG launchers
were added to the TOE, giving the divisions en orgenic neulesr

delivery capsbility.

k5. The 1950-1961 changes in the Soviet Torces did not
represent merely the effects of & loss of the doctrinal argument
by the traditionalist military spokesmen. In retrospect we can
see that the ambitious modernizstion Drogrem was altered. The goal
of full motorizetion anmd mechanization of all the line divisions
was scaled down probably as a result of economic difficulty. Even
the interrupted force reduction had the effect of reducing the

"coubat ready" theater forces sherply, perheps es much as 50 percent.

L6. During the years since 1959, the competition for men and
materiel (par‘ticularly vehicles), between the expanding Rocket

Troops and the support structure for theater forces intensifled.

..28-
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The discrepancy between the number of divisions and their support

requirements grew as the divisional elements were modernized and

nondivisional elements were not.

III. OVERADJUSTMENT AND FLEXIBLE RESPONSE

k7. In the 15 years following World War IT » the Soviets
lebored to shape their ground forces to the NATO nuclear strategy o~
not because of a preference for nuclear war, but because they saw
no other alternative., The Soviet Army became heavily armored =
because armor offers protection from nucleer weapons. A great
deal of the famed Soviet artillery wes traded in for s few rockets
and missiles. Offensive tactical aircrafit were also sacrificed
to the missile concept. Improved defensive tactical aircreft were
delayed by expectations of mobile field army SAMs -= weapons that
never materialized. Combat ang service support elements vital to
sustained combat became minimel. In the "quick-or-never” environ-
ment posed by NATO strategy, the Soviets apparently felt they coulg

risk lack of sustaining power in favor of nunbers of line divisions.

48. One can imegine the impact on Soviet military leaders ,
heving thus modified their theater forces, of the "flexible
response” strategy of the past few years. On the one hang , desplte
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continuing efforts to gear them for nuclear war, Soviat thesater
forces were short of muclear delivery means and weapons. An
exercise in 1961 had Just demonsirated the woeful inadequacy of
miclearmupport-te~Theater-fortes:-Oir-the-other-herd The Soviet
theater forces had adjusted to the nuclesr environpent. Artillery
was short. Offensive tectical air was extremely limlted. Service
support was very weak. Correction of these deficiencies would
prove costly, and Khrushchev was not looking for more weys to

spend money. The size (and cost) of Soviet theater forces was

already under attack by 1959.

49, Recognition of limited and local war and of & "flrebresk"
between the use of conventional and nuclear wegaponry haes been
inherent in Soviet military writing for Years, but the attention
given the subject has picked up sharply in the past year or so --
obviously &s a reaction to "flexible response.” ‘The attitudes
tovard "flexible response” end nomnucleer warfare have varied
widely between various Soviet spokesmen. The traditionalist
merghals, perheps to meke en argument for reteining the massive
theater forces, eppear to overpley the effects of flexible re-~
sponse, describing en all out asseault by West Germany with con-

ventionally ermed missiles and sircraft as sn exsmple of a possible
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future war. Their opponents try to dismiss flexible response &as
& US gimmick for getting an all-out muclear war under way. Both
attitudes are found in Sokolovskiy's book Military Strategy. The
actual Soviet policy toward the new vwrinkle in Western strategy

is unknown end not likely to be revealed,

50. The status of Soviet armed forces today provides a better
indicator of probeble Soviet reactions to a nonnuclear military
situation, than do their utterances on the subject. The over-
adjustment of Soviet theater foreces to nuclear warfere mekes it
difficult for the Soviets to engege in nonnuclesr warfare, but
Soviet muelear inferiority in both the strategic and tactical

areas would meke nonnuclesr wer by far the lesser evil.
IV, . SUMMARY

51. The Soviet theater Torces are short of air and ground
combat support and of service (supply and maintenance) support.
The condition is due in large measure to competition for men and
regources among the various elements of nationsl defense, strategic
offense, end general purpose forces, in which the support elements
of theater forces held lowest priority. The Soviets have rationa-

lized the sgituation in theater forees on the basis of NATO miclear
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policies, and have been caught off balance by the "flexible
response” policy. Either completion of the "nuclearizetion"
trend in Soviet theater force or relnstitution of nonnuclesr
capebilities is & very costly undertaking, not to the liking of
current Soviet leadership.

25X1
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